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CuaPTER Two

Merging
Educational
Practice and
Research

A New Paradigm

A BRIEF HISTORY OF ACTION RESEARCH

The Multiple Traditions of Action Research

Education tends to be an ahistorical field. We value the new
and trendy and often fall to realize that the new s sometimes the
old dressed up in new language. Action research has a long and
varied tradition, It is important that both practitioners and aca-
demics understand that there is a diverse intellectual tradition of
action research and that it is distinct from the academic research

- tradition in education. :

'Our purpose in describing the various action research tradi-
‘tions is to illustrate that action research is not new and is not
~monolithic. There are differing viewpoints among these traditions
about why and how action research should be undertaken.

The notion of traditions is also important because what counts
as valid research is what sociologists call a “soctal construction”
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(Berger & Luckmann, 1967). At different times in different soctal
contexts, what constitutes valid ways of creating knowledge will
vary, It is not by accident, for example, that emancipatory, grass-
roots approaches to research emerged from the oppressive social
conditions of the third world. It is also not surprising that posittvis-
tic, quantitative methods emerged as dominant in the fleid of educa-
tion in the United States during the early and mid-20th century and
have reemerged in the current climate of the 21st century.

In this section we provide a condensed account of a variety ﬁ.m
action research traditions. There ts only space to whet the reader’s
appetite to explore further the work summarized here. We hope
that practitioners, armed with knowledge of previous attempts to
promote research by practitioners, will be in a better position to
articulate the importance and legitimacy of their own work.

Beginnings of Action Research

The idea of educational practitioners doing research in
schools goes back at least as far as the late 19th and early 20th
century with the movement for the scientific study of education.
Teachers were viewed as the front line of data gatherers for a
massive research movement that saw teachers as researchers,
working scientifically in their classroom laboratories (McKernan,
1988),

LEoﬂmw this vision of teachers as researchers never materi-
alized, it is interesting to note that within this model, teachers
were allocated the role of carrying out research in their class-
rooms that was designed by university researchers, This vision of
teachers as researchers viewed teachers as mere gatherers of data
that could be analyzed statistically.

As early as 1926, Buckingham (as cited in McKernan, 1988)
recognized the potential of qualitative, case study research:
“Among the many types of research work available to teachers,
the making of case studies is by no means unimportant” (p. 176}.
The hierarchical relations between universities and schools
reflected in most of this early work on action research continues
to be a source of tension today.

Overlapping this scientific movement in education was the
progressive movement inspired by John Dewey. In Logic: The Theory
of Inquiry, Dewey argues that all inquiry involves both common
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sense and science, In a more direct reference to action research,
Dewey (as cited in McKernan, 1988) states;

Educational practices provide the data, the subject matter
which form the problems of enquiry. ... A constant flow of
less formal reports on special school affairs and results is
needed. . . . it seems to me that the contributions that might
come from classroom teachers are a comparatively neglected

field; or, to change the metaphor, an almost unworked mine,
(p.177)

Dewey's work is the inspiration of much of the current writ-
ing on the “reflective practitioner” (Schén, 1983), which has
helped us better understand how school practitioners make sense
of their experiences and engage in professional learning, (For a

more complete discussion of action research and the Progressive
era, see Schubert & Lopez-Shubert, 1997.)

The Action Research Tradition

Some see the origins of action research in the work of Kurt
Lewin and the group dynamics movement of the 1940s. Although
Lewin was not the first to use or advocate action research, he was
the first to develop a theory of action research that made it some-
what respectable in the social sciences, Lewin believed that knowl-
edge should be created from problem solving in real-life situations,
Among the problems he studied were those related to production
in factories and discrimination against minority groups (Lewin,
1946, 1948). Argyris and Schén (1991) briefly describe the goals
and methods of the action research tradition:

Action research takes its cues—its questions, puzzles, and
problems—from the perceptions of practitioners within par-
ticular, local practice contexts. It bounds episodes of research
according to the boundaries of the local context, It builds
descriptions and theories within the practice context itself,
and tests them there through interventton experiments—that
is, through experiments that bear the double burden of test-

ing hypotheses and effecting some (putatively) desired change
in the situation. (p. 86)
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Y s the
The double burden that Argyris and mnrma ”Mww.nwo wo&m_
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{ interventton.
_..nmmwwmw% mﬁﬂ%amﬂnﬁwﬂwﬂﬂmﬂ_& in a spiral of action cycles in
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which one undertakes

1. To develop a plan of action to improve what is already
happening
lan
2. Toact toimplement thep .
3. To observe the effects of action in the context in whic
oceurs

for further planning
n these effects as a basis
* MM%« H_annﬂsmuﬁ action through a succession of cycles
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Action Research in Education

n

During the early 1950s, action unmmmumﬂ %Mmmwmo_wumwamv w ,

the field of education principally by Corey (1 . .ﬂ namoamnm S

lumbia Teachers College. Corey believed tha her e

mm%amum the results of their own research more use =8 g to

U_ﬂa of the work of outsiders and thus would be nﬂo e e
Mﬂ%ﬁos current curricular practices. Corey was the
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officer of the Horace Mann-Lincoln Institute of School
Experimentation, which was founded at Teachers College, Under
Corey’s direction, members of the institute's staff collaborated on
research with classroom teachers. In his 1953 book, Corey pub-
lished several of these studies and a summary of what he called
the “cooperative action research movement,” Foshay (1993), &
participant in the movement (Foshay & Wann, 1953), describes
the rather sudden demise of action research in education:

The chief limitation of Cooperative action research, from the

point of view of the educational researchers of the time, was
that it was not possble to generalize from the examined popu-
lation to others, because no attempt was made to see whether
the examined population was representative of a larger popu-
lation. In addition, since much of the research was designed
and carried out by classroom teachers, who were not trained
in research, the data often were flawed, For these reasons the
movement was ridiculed in the publications of AERA, and it

did not spread, It disappeared as the members of the Institute
staff scattered with the bassage of time., (p, 3)

It 1s not surprising, given the general hostility that educa-
tional researchers itnthe 1950s felt toward nonpositivist research
~of any kind, that action research was ridiculed and judged by

Positivist standards, By the end of the 1950s, action research

had declined not only in the fleld of education but In the social

sciences as well, In an article titled “
Action Research?” Sanford (1970) suggested that funding agen-
cles wanted more basic research and that an increasing split
etween science and practice led to the cult of the expert
Lindblom & Cohen, 1979} and the top-down, “social engineer-
18" mentality of the period. In spite of its current popularity
Among teachers, action research is again under attack by a resur-

Rence of positivism, social englneering, and “evidence-baseg”
teacher-proof™” curricula,

Although action research

awrence Stenhouse is usually credited with renewing

Test in action research in Britain during the 1970s,
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The Teacher-as-Researcher
Movement in Great Britain

Although there had been much discussion throughout the
20th century of the idea of school practitioners doing research
within their own sites, generally there had been more talk than
actlon. With a teacher research movement that began in Great
Britain during the late 1960s, this began to change. This move-
ment is most often associated with the work of Stenhouse, who
established the Center for Applied Research in Education (CARE)
at East Anglia University, and with the later work of John Elliott
and Clem Adelman of the Ford Teaching Project.

Elljott (1991) makes the case that teacher research began asa
teacher-led curriculum reform movement that grew out of con-
cern by teachers over the forced implementation of behavioral
objectives in curriculum and Great Britain's tracked educational
system. He describes his own participation in the teachers-as-
researchers movement in Great Britatn during the 1960s:

Curriculum practices were not derived (by us) from curricu-
lum theortes generated and tested independently of that prac-
tice. They constituted means by which we generated and
tested our own and each other's theories. Practices took on
the status of hypotheses to be tested. So we collected empirical
data about their effects, and used it as evidence in which to
ground our theorizing with each other in the context of colle-
gial accountability. We didn't call it research, let alone action
research. This articulation came much later as the world of
academia responded to change in schools, But the concept
of teaching as reflextve practice and a form of educational
inquiry was tacitly and intuitively grasped in our experience
of the innovation process. Our research was by no means sys-
tematic. It occurred as a response to particular questions and
issues as they arose. (p. 8)

The heyday of actton research in Great Britain saw a teacher
research movement develop in the schools as well as a serles of
large, state-funded coliaborative action research projects. During
the 1970s and 1980s, a lively debate took place in Great Britain
over a number of issues in action research. Among them were
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a search for a guiding paradigm (Altricher & Posch. 1989), the
political problems of promoting action research within institu-
tions that do not want to look at themselves too closely (Holly,
1989), and the usefulness of more quantitative approaches to
action research (Harwood, 1991). One of the most interesting
critiques was that of femintst action researchers,

Feminist researchers involved in the Girls and Occupational
Choice Project (Chisholm, 1990; Welner, 1 989) and Girls in Science
and Technology (Whyte, 1987) argued that actlon research was
being turned into a project in social engineering and was losing its
“emancipatory” potential. German feminist action researcher Mies
{as cited in Chisholm, 1990) argued that the radical potential of
action research is lost when it is turned Into a reclpe and controlled
by state agencies:

[Early on] “action” was interpreted not as soclally liberating
and dynamic praxis, but rather, in a manner observable in
many activist groupings where precise short-term goals are
set, &s a narrow pragmatism, The same would appear to be
true for what is termed “action research,” which typically
cornprises planned imtervention in spectfic social contexts,
mostly under the control and directlon of state agencles and
monitored by researchers—in other words, a sort of social
engineering. (p. 255)

This concern with moving action research beyond narrow
pragmatism and planned interventions by external agencles had
been taken up earlter by a group of Australians led by Stephen
Kemmis, who spent time with British action researchers at East
Anglta (Tripp, 1990). Carr and Kemmis {1986) challenged older
models of action research as essentially conservative and post-
tivistic, In a later article, Carr (1989) reasserts that, “in theory,
action research is only intelligible as an attempt to revive those
forms of democratic dialogue and reflective theorizing which
under the impact of positivism have been rendered marginal”
{p. 89). He is concerned that as action research becomes more
methodologically sophisticated and technically proficient, it will
lose its critical edge,

Two booklets that had an important impact on teacher
research in the 1980s were Kemmis and McTaggart's The Action
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Research Planner (1982), a user-friendly introduction to the action
research spiral, and Kemmis’s The Action Research Reader (1982),
a compilation of critical action research studies.

Particlpatory Research:
The Legacy of Paulo Freire

Long before feminists and critical theorists began their cri-
tique of the conservatism of traditional action research, a model
of action research was taking hold in Latin America. After the
Brazilian military coup of 1964, Paulo Freire, literacy worker and
author of Pedagogy of the Oppressed (1970), was forced into exile in
Chile. During the late 1960s and early 1970s, Freire and a
group of Chilean literacy educators began a series of "thematic
research” projects. Freire’s (1970) notion of thematic research
was a highly inductive process in which research was viewed
as a form of social action. In this type of research, “generative
themes,” or lssues of vital importance to community members,
are identified, used as a basis for literacy instruction, and studied
in a collaborative fashion, Such projects have a dual purpose: to
help participants (usually aduits) acquire literacy and to help
them engage in social critique and social action. In other words,
literacy involves learning to read the word and the world, This
type of action research is called participatory research or partici-
patory action research (PAR).

In 1976 the Participatory Research Group was created by the
International Council of Adult Education in Toronto and its net-
work centers around the world. During the last three decades,
“participatory research” has been done all over Latin Amertca
and the rest of the developing world (Brown & Tandon, 1983; Fals
Borda. 2001; Gaventa. 1988; Hall, 2002) and increasingly in
the United States (Kelly, Mock, & Tandon, 2001), The first World
Sympostum of Action Research was held in Cartagena, Colombia,
in 1977. This conference has since been held throughout the
world and attracts thousands of attendees (Wallerstein & Duran,
2003). A North American example of a similar approach is the
work in Appalachia of the Highlander Center. led by Miles Horton
and more recently by John Gaventa (Gaventa & Horton, 1981).

Although methodological constderations depend on the con-
text within which the study is undertaken, de Schutter and Yopo
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(1981) describe the following as general charactertstics of particl-
patory research:

s The point of departure for particlpatory research is 2
vision of social events as contextualized by macro-level
social forces.

« Social processes and structures are understood within &
historical context,

¢ Theory and practice are integrated.

e The subject-object relationship is transformed into a
subject-subject relationship through dialogue.

o Research and action (including education itself) become a
single process,

. _H.rw_ o%BBﬁEQ and researcher together produce critical
knowledge aimed at social transformation.

¢ The results of research are immediately applied to a con-

 crete situation. (p. 68)
~

In Freirian-inspired participatory research, the academic
research model is chalienged at almost every point. The dualisms
of theory and practice, subject and object, and research EFM.
teaching are collapsed. This perspective also challenges many o
the premises of more traditional models of actton research. Many
of the criticisms are stmilar to the feminist critigue of action
research discussed above. Brown and Tandon (1983) indicate
that traditional action research tends to concentrate on an aw&.
vidual or group level of enalysts of problems. whereas uﬁﬁm pa-
tory research, with lts more emancipatory emphasis, tends to
focus on a broader societal analysis. Traditional action research
tends to emphasize tssues of efficiency and jraprovement of E.mom
tices, whereas participatory research is concerned with equity
self-reliance/oppression problems.

wﬁn&uﬂ%@ _..mmmmnww also operates out of a more uo:ﬁmmw
sophisticated perspective and is viewed as taking place wit sﬁm
field of power relations in which conflicts of interest often create
resistance to the research. Participatory researchers assume that
they will be resisted from above (i.e., by powerful vested interests),
whereas traditional action researchers are often consultants who
are hired by the powerful. Herr's account of her action research in
Chapter 4 is an example of action research that evolved into a
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participatory action research project as students took ownership
of the research questions.

Action Science

Action sclence is largely associated with the éopﬂw &m Mﬁm%ﬂw
(Argyrts, Putnam. & Smith, 1985), who has been ﬁmuz oy
the action research tradition &mocmw& mwohm. ﬁmﬂoﬂ.ﬂo nﬁﬂnﬁ.

itical theory into .
has incorporated aspects of cr k. parte
! { communication, w!
larly Habermas s (1979) theory o o, Y e
jcation in which the lo

stablish nondistorted commun |

wwmﬂ argument prevails, as Eﬂw& E wnmmwwmwmw Mwhﬁwmwmwnoa
is wishes to return the scien
_.ommwmmw_w arguing that the problem-solving mom.ﬁw owm mﬁhﬁ%
research has moved it too {ar away from the tasks w&w "QE -’
ing end testing, The goal of an action sclence, m.moo gto %mﬁh s
A%nmwam et al., 1985), is the generation of _Bos_nnmm hat 18
useful, valid, descriptive ommﬁw éoﬂﬂamwm mﬂhﬂﬁwﬂnc%mnaon
we might change it” (p. x). He has C . b
i al soclel science notions o
research for adhering to Hm&mg e or tbe
arch.” arguing that “to atain a ce
Mpswﬁwwm%o_omw may become s0O disconnected M.Hompﬁ Msvw reallty it is
longer use LX),

igried to understand that itisno

s Wumﬁum on the work of Dewey and Lewin, and Mﬂnnaﬁmﬁn%

with Schén (Argyris & Schon, wwuﬁrﬁwﬁw M“MM % Emwnso o
d an intervention strategy lor carn;

H%Ma organizational learning. According to Argyrisetal. (1985),

ists because the norms and

T social life, the status guo €x
muu:mm jearned through socialization wmqﬂ wnmm WMMMHMMMN

Humen being
and are continually retnforced, when
i d which do not work.
skills work within the status quo an o
i they influence in:
more the skills work, the more o,
Is draw on such skills an:
sense of competence. Individua "
i alues embedded in them a
tify their use by identifying the v n ane
dependence among i ,
adhering to these values. The inter ns
i ttern called the statu
rules, skills, and velues creates & pa fue
be taken for gran
that becomes so omnipresent as to

MMM to go unchallenged. Precisely because these patterns MM
taken for granted, precisely because these skills are automatic,

Merging Educational Practice and Research 27

precisely because values are internalized, the status quo and

individuals’ personal responsibility for maintaining it cannot
be studied without confronting it. (p. xi)

Argyris's work is important-or action researchers because it
points out why many institutions may not be thrilled at the idea of
close examination. It is also important because unless solutions to
the classroom and school problems under study tap into the com-
plex theories of action that underlie and maintain the status quo,
problems will only be solved in a superficial and temporary manner.

Robinson (1993}, a former student of Argyris, describes the
need for problem-based methodology tn educational research:

Much research has failed to influence educational problems
because it has separated problematic practices from the pre-
theorized problem-solving processes that gave rise to them
and which render them senstble to those who engage in them.
Once practice Is understood in this way, the theorizing and
reasoning of practitioners becomes a key to understanding
what sustains problematic practice. Problem-based method-
ology provides a way of uncovering, evaluating and, if neces-
sary, reconstructing these theories of action. (p. 256)

What Robinson’s work implies is that action research should
not simply promote practitioners’ “practical theories” (Sanders &
McCutcheon, 1986) in a nonproblematic way but should explore
in self-reflective ways how some practical theories may be perpet-
uating the very problems practitioners identify for study.

The Teacher Researcher
Movement in North America

Although the teacher researcher movement in North America
occurred later than in Britain and Latin America, it was not deriva-
tive of either movement nor was it & reappropriation of the North
American action research movement of the 1940s and 1950s.
CARE and the work of Freire inspired many North American aca-
demics and some teachers. but the movement among North

American teachers to do research began with a unique set of
circumstances:
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1. The dominance of the guantitative, positivist paradigm of
research in education was challenged by qualitative, case study,
narrative, and ethnographic research from the late 1960s on.
Because qualitative forms of research more closely resemble the
narrative forms already used by practitioners to communicate
their knowledge, making these forms of research legitimate
helped open the door for practitioners to experiment with more
systematic qualitative approaches in studying thelr practice.

2. Research on successful school change efforts and schools
as contexts for teachers’ professional work began to report that
school-based problem-soiving approaches to change were more
likely to be implemented successfully than large, federally funded,
outside-in initiatives (Fullan, 1982; Lieberman & Miller, 1984),
These findings spawned a large number of “collaborative” or
“interactive” research and development efforts, in which educa-
tional practitioners were invited to work alongside R&D experts in
implementing programs and improving practices. {For accounts
of these collaborative research projects, see Griffin, Lieberman, &
Jacullo-Noto, 1982: Oakes. Hare, & Sirotnik, 1986; Oja & Ham,

1984.)

3. The increased deskilling of teachers and the dissemination
of teacher-proof curricula spawned an effort on the part of edu-
cational practitioners to reprofessionalize teaching and to
reclaim teachers’ knowledge about practice as valid. The Reflective
Practitioner, by Donald Schén (198 3), encourages practitioners to
tap into their store of professional knowledge to make it explicit
and share it with other practitioners. From the notion of “reflec-
tive practice,” it was only a short step to that of action research,
which became linked to an overall attempt by educational practi-
tioners to reassert thetr professtonalism, The report of the Boston
Women's Teachers’ Group titled The Effect of Teaching on Teachers
(Freedman, Jackson, & Boles, 1986) described the structural con-
ditions and isolation of teachers’ work that makes professionalism
difficult (see also Freedman, Jackson, & Boles, 1983). This report
pointed out that teachers work “in an institution which suppos-
edly prepares its clients for adulthood. but which views those

entrusted with this task as incapable of mature judgment”
(Freedman et al., 1986, p. 263). Liston and Zeichner (1991). in
reviewing the group's work, point out that the research was used
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%. “MNMHWMM the ﬁu&maamcmzo bias in the school reform movement
s, which served to direct teachers’ sense of fi
rustratio
Hmwowwwm Mnbwmm MWoE Mrmw.éﬁ_.w away from a critical analysis ﬁm.
onstoa i
ol e . 1500 preoccupation with their own individ-
These problems have Increas
. ed in the wake of the ormnib
Mr;wm Left Behind educational reform legislation, m_mn%% ﬂw
mnumEoE George W. Bush on January 8, 2002, which gives these
mMM o ing _Muhmwsnw the force of law (McNeil, 2000). The social
eering tendencies in this legislation and its obse
ssion wi
MMMMM_W M”woﬂmh_.osmop.ﬂm o_m.p accountability have decreased u_..om.mﬂw
omy for teachers and administrators. Und
. e
influence of such regimes, action research is captured &_.BMM

exclusively by the t
this nguﬁwu. y the technical knowledge interests described later in

4, Encouraged by the ploneering work of Atwell
MMM%WMMM pmﬂm Stiliman (1987}, Graves (1981), Myers Gmwu%.mnw”
e 1 acher Research Seminar (2003), and the Bay Area
writn nwr mMMoﬁhﬂwﬂcwmw “ﬂ.ﬂ ﬂwmogﬂm mmm the way in doing teacher
have not only used student én“.m”p mmnw e bt et They
studies of a <mw€€ of Issnes in Emmﬁmnmﬂmm M.GWM_MMMB mon_.%%pmnw %.
WMM,“ z_w@m&ma. own comunitment to writing, they have tended to

e way in writing and publishing accounts of thelr experi-
Mwn%m.mwm teacher researchers, (For examples, see Ballenger, 1993
men. : uoow:um Teacher Research Seminar, 2003; Gallas, Gmw.
: » 2003; Goswam & Schultz, 1993; Martin, 2001. See also oE“
EﬂBEE_B of Ballenger's [1993] research in Chapter 3.) The increas-
: g &uonnmnno of Vygotskian socfocultural approaches to literacy

ave also encouraged greater collaboration among researchers and
practitioners (Lee, Smagorinsky, Pea, Brown. & Heath, 1999).

5. Many university teacher education programs and uni
versi
”MWoMM Mﬂo__wwgnmnonm began to emphasize teacher research. onmﬁw.“.
et osms efforts to incorporate teacher research into a
e Jnm wn program is that of Ken Zeichner and others at
el mnmmunmmﬂ of Wisconsin (Caro-Bruce, Klehr, & Zeichner, 2007;
B m:m ner, 1991). .mzmmn Noffke, Jennlifer Gore, and Marie
&ogmsc , all former untversity supervisors in the elementary teacher
cation program at the University of Wisconsin—Madison, have
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documented the uses of action research in the preparation of
teachers (Noffke & Brennan, 1991: Zeichner & Noffke, 2002).
More recently, Mary Klehr, Ryan Flessner, Ann Schulte, and Julio
Pereira have continued this work, and the Madison School District
supports action research as a form of professional development
and generation of knowledge.

A school district-initiated action research collaboration is led
by Jackie Delong in Ontario, Canada. As superintendent of the
Grand Erie School District, she helped found a partnership with
the Elementary Teachers’ Federation of Ontario, the Grand Erie
District School Board, and Nipissing University. This has resulted
in the use of action research for teacher training and development
and a journal, The Ontarto Action Researcher, through which they
disseminate {indings.

Programs of this kind are becoming more common in colleges
of education and school districts and promise to have an impor-
tant impact on moving teacher and administrative preparation
programs toward a more reflective model. For accounts of other
similar programs and discusslons of the role of action research
in teacher education and school-university collaborations, see
Christman et al. (1995), Clift, Veal, Holland, Johnson, and McCarthy
(1995), Gitlin et al, {1992). Johnson {(2002), Moller (1998},
Sirotnik (1988), and Smith-Maddox (1999).

6. The school restructuring movement of the 1980s began to
propose restructuring schools to create conditions that nurture
teacher inquiry and reflection. The Holmes Group’s (1990)
Tomorrow's Schools contains a chapter dedicated to schools as
wcenters for reflection and inquiry.” This chapter covers themes
first reported in Schaefer's 1967 book, The School as a Center of
Inguiry. The notion of schools as communities of learners has
grown over the past two decades {Rogoff, Turkanis, & Bartlett,
2001). Many independent collaborative efforts to restructure
schools have included action research as an aspect of teacher
empowerment. In Georgia. the League of Professional Schools has
made action research a key component in the move to shared gov-
ernance and school renewal (Glickman, 1993). The Coalition of
Essential Schools is founded on the notion of ongoing inquiry and
reflection and attempts 10 build these habits of mind in students,
These types of reform movements have promise to make action
research more legitimate.

~—
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Action Research as Self-Study
and Antoethnography

While action research is best d
one in collaboration wt -
NM Mip_o have a stake in solving a problem, there is also an muumw_w.
E&cm WMW in ».mosou research for deep reflection that leads to
ndvidu rwﬂm Mwwwmwwm mumoﬁwmun fact, some writers on action
) 5 tendency to privilege the
the individual (Webb, 1996). Whitehead (as nzmw in s\mmmmﬁ%mm%ﬂ

I believe that the incor “
poration of “I” as a living contr
Mmmww_mmwmmwum me ﬁn__pu educational moﬁ_ouamﬂﬁ of HM%MMMJ
2u &n original contribution to th
e Action
WMMMWMH Bowaamuw ... | expertence problems or concerns
g _Hnu moh% values are dented in my practice; I imagine
ng my practice and chooseac
I act and gather evidence wh o
. ich will enable me ¢
“HW%MM o_m the effectiveness of my actions; I n<mn_.=ﬂunﬂwmw
of my actions; I modify my concern
.
action in the light of my evaluation. (p, 159) 5 Ideas and

(See also McNHf & Whitehead, 2000.)

mo_u%wﬂ %Mo%m _Mn the individual practitioner follows the lead of
et o W.oocmmnwﬂﬂvnﬁm to understand how practitioners learn
A ne's own personal and professional
a form of actlon research usually : s
alled self-study (B
Pinnegar, 2001) or autoethn B Y g &
Do 1997 ethnography (Bochner & Eliis, 2002; Reed-
mEmWsMMMM“ Muwowm_mﬂmﬂ M 2 ooHaV‘ discuss quality criteria for self-
' g primarily on research done b
educators in universities. How oy seacher
. ever, viewlng practitioner
research as self-study may be useful in providing a needed vMMﬁH__NM

&

mw_wm mwmﬂ ﬁ_wnnm on the self per se but on the space between
ol EM practice engaged in. There is always a tension
bt n se two elements, self and the arena of practice,

en self in relation to practice and the others who share
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the practice setting. Each self-study researcher rnust negotiate
that balance, but it must be a balance—tipping too far toward
the self side produces solipsism or a confessional, and tipping
too far the other way turns self-study into traditional

research. (p. 15)

Practitioner action researchers are selddom studying a problemn
in their classroom OF school divorced from their own personal and
professional bellefs and actions. The gaze of the teachers studying
their own classrooms oOF principals studying thelr own schools
must be directed both outward and inward.

Practitioner Action Research: From
Academic Tradition to Soclal Movement

Older traditions of action research were generally associated
with academics, mostly soctal scientists who were virtually all
men. such as Dewey. Lewin. Corey, Stenhouse, Elliott, Argyris,
Schén, Freire, and Kemmis. As school practitioners become more
active in sharing their work and action research becomes & broad-
based movement, it has the potential to reject the dualistic hierar-
chies of university and school, knowledge and action, theory and
practice. It has the potential to become & truly grassroots, demo-
cratic movement of knowledge production and educational and
social change. Winter (1987) elaborates on how action research

challenges current conceptions of social inquiry:

Action research addresses “head on” soclal inquiry’s funda-
mental problems—the relation between theory and practice.
between the general and the particular, between comimon
sense and academic expertise, between mundane action and
critical reflection, and hence—ultimately between ideology

and understanding. (p. viil)

However, few commentators on action research go into detail
about what “critical” reflection looks like or how it is accom-
plished. Too often, it is assumed that a paradigm shift to action
research will automatically provide a critique of the status quo
grounded in practitioners’ realities. Kincheloe (199 1) presents an
alternative possibility:
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M“%“H the critical dimenston of teacher research is negated, the
feac nn.mm._.mmmmwmrn_. movement can become quite a n.._ﬂm_
:%a.mn. Uncritical educational action research seeks direct
applications of information gleaned to specific situations—a
Swwvoow style of technical thinking is encouraged. ... Such
wﬂo&ﬁﬁbﬁm does not allow for complex Bnonn%_ﬂm:um. .m..uum of
ke m ge and as a result fails to understand the ambiguities and
the mmhm”o,ma& mnmhmgom of the classroom. [In this way] teacher
co-opted, its democratic edge is blunted. It be
wwmﬂ.mn Em«hn%nﬁwoaxﬁoﬁm ment that can be Eumoﬁ&aocﬂﬂm
—it does not threaten, nor is i

Asking trivial questions, the : ity
\ ovement presents no radical chal-

Wﬂwwo or olfers no transformative vision of educational E_.MWM
: acts In ignorance of deep structures of schooling. (p. 83) .

" SHanw similar vein, Miller (1990) recounts how she and a grou
of teac! MM. Emm_pb nmwwmunr study group struggled with this con%
anding the focus of actlon res
“challengers” of nonres e ety e
ponsive educational institn
teacher researcher in the group asks the following ncmmmww.m. One

Do you think that we could
just turn into anoth
M“.n%ﬂm_u_m professional form of mSvosonBaum &M_Moﬂﬁp.mﬂ
BM”.M WWMEH”QMWEEM Mﬂcﬁﬁ please some m&anmn.mno_q_m I know
: at we were doing “research” in
H”anww.ﬁ Mrsrmw scares me about the phrase gsmn_pmw.w“”
ese days—too packaged. Peopl
the very system that shuts th e e ot
em down. That immediatel
nates the critical perspectives th ! vy
; t we're workin T
But I'm stll convinced that I en G o ool
at if enough people do this, we
get to a point of seeing at least a bigger clearing for ﬂm.. §3 humzu_ ‘

As Schién (1983) points out, social institutions are character-

| ized by dynamic conservatism. This conservatism is dynamic in

w
: status Q_.HO ﬁ.._..HmH_ as
B.Oﬂmm. T% E%m et m_.. AH@W MV. QOHHMnMﬁm Qm. norms, HE.“_.WM. wgm. g&

val
™ m_wm“ MMMH wmnoan 50 omnipresent as to be taken for granted and
_. allenged. Either practitioner action research can repro-

duce those norms, rules, skills, and values, or it can chailenge

.gﬂ sed .
‘them. However, practitioners intuitively know that when they
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challenge the norms, the institution’s dynamic conservatism will
respond in a defensive, sell-protective manner.

A survey conducted in 1999 of institutions affiliated with
AACTE (American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education)
indicated that almost half required teacher education candidates to
participate in action research (Henderson, Hunt, & Wester, 1999, as
cited in Green & Brown, 2006). But as Green and Brown (2006)
point out. there does not seem to be a clear-cut concept or unified set
of procedures that is agreed upon for these experiences. While it is
increasingly popular to include some form of action research in
teacher preparation, these efforts do not necessarily link teacher
research with larger issues of equity in educational systems.

If the practitioner action research movement is to break out of
the dynamic conservatism of schools and school systems, then
these institutional issues must be addressed by action researchers.
As Miller (1990) indicates, this may be best done in the context of
action research study groups.

A teacher in Miller's (1990) group wonders whether, as
teachers find their voices through critical forms of action
research, their schools will welcome their voices or view them as
troublemakers:

What's bothering me still is what's beneath the apparent.
What's bothering me is not really the idea of no copy machine
for teachers to use, or mice in the school, or the lack of sup-
plies. I've finally realized that teaching is a political thing, Its
politics remain under the table. I know that I have deliberately
and consclously avolded this for many years. [ can honestly
say that I was aware of it but chose to remain removed, naive,
and ill-informed. When I started tn 1977, I told myself that
I'd never be involved. So I taught each and every class with
exactly what I was given. did exactly what I was told. I never
questioned class size, supply procedures, curriculum require-
ments or extracurricular demands. I volunteered for every-
thing from spring concert. to participating in Gym night, to
working in three schools with no time for a scheduled lunch
period. But, now I'm no longer willing to do all of that, or at
least I now ask “why?"” I know that I'm different now than
Tused to be as a teacher, Iknow I'm thinking differently, I know
that I'm involved, because teaching is tnvolvement! [ know

T ———EEE
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Mr m Hﬁnabm things now. What about m
ere be such a thing, can | exist? (p, 140)

Practitioners myst make thy
eir
lenger of the statys quo they wish Mvm MMQ e

In stronger positions to take
stands
mmore accounts of thoge who do mm%%mamcmm s odhers. W roed

through o 8 to challenge the stap;
research and the anter
o complexities
uonnm«”w %Mom.mmnﬁoﬁ 1999b). Howeve y if action MWMM%MMQWEQ
oA C cal spirit, it runs the tisk of legitimating what nw >
" Perspective of equity considerations— e
alarrang e unacceptable

much of a chal-
Some are more skillful and

ACTION RESEARCH: EPISTEMOLOGY

Quality Criteria for Practitioner Action Research

- priate

| w o_.wm,.ﬁ“ %.wmo“uo mem_mmnr. However, we fing this notion of “what

develop & oo % tarian, Eventually, action researchers wif|

o E<w g€ system more appropriate to the particul
olved in action research, but for the purposes omu Mﬁ_ﬁ

Y refers to how well these Inferences genera}.
lon or are transferable to other contexts.



